UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 04-2173

DAVI D RI GGS,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

WAL- MART STORES, | NCORPORATED, a Del awnare
cor poration,

Def endant - Appel | ee,

and

OVERHEAD DOOR COVPANY CF BALTI MORE,
| NCORPORATED, a Mar yl and cor porati on;
WASHI NGTON OVERHEAD DOCR, | NCORPORATED, d/ b/ a
Over head Door Conpany of Washington, DC, a
Maryl and cor porati on; OVERHEAD DOOR OPENERS,
| NCORPORATED, a Maryl and corporation; BESAM
AUTOVATED ENTRANCE SYSTEMS, | NCORPORATED, a
Connecticut corporation; UNTED DOM N ON
| NDUSTRI ES, | NCORPORATED, d/b/a TKO Dock

Door s, a Del awar e cor porati on; HPD
| NTERNATI ONAL, | NCORPORATED, d/b/a TKO Dock
Door s, a W sconsin cor poration; SPX

CORPORATI ON, d/ b/a TKO DockDoors, a Del aware
cor porati on,

Def endant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. Alexander WIllianms, Jr., District Judge.
( CA- 04- 700- JKS)



Subm tted: January 27, 2005 Deci ded: February 1, 2005

Before LUTTIG and DUNCAN, Circuit Judges, and HAMLTQN, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

David Riggs, Appellant Pro Se. Christopher Rednond Dunn, DECARQO
DORAN, SI Cl LI ANO, GALLAGHER & DEBLASIS, LLP, Lanham Maryl and, for

Appel | ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Davi d Ri ggs appeal s fromthe district court’s judgnment in
his civil negligence suit, entered after a jury verdict for
Wal - Mart Stores, Incorporated. On appeal, R ggs raises only one
I ssue. He asserts that his attorney failed to subpoena key
W tnesses or present other evidence on his behalf. Because Riggs

is bound by the acts of his attorney, see Link v. Wabash R R Co.,

370 U. S. 626, 633-34 (1962), his renmedy lies in a mal practice suit,
not in an appeal fromthe district court’s judgnent. |d. at 634

n.10; see also Universal FilmExchs., Inc. v. Lust, 479 F.2d 573,

576-77 (4th Cr. 1973) (finding grossly negligent behavior by
attorney did not constitute exceptional circunstances neriting
reconsi deration). Thus, we affirmthe district court’s judgnent.
We dispense with oral argunment, because the facts and |egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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